Message

From: Steve Ackerlund [steve.ackerlund@bresnan.net]

Sent: 3/27/2019 3:50:20 PM

To: Greene, Nikia [Greene.Nikia@epa.gov]

CC: Barker, Jacqui [barker.jacqui@epa.gov]

Subject: FW: Reflections on Last Evening's "Public" Meeting or at least what passed as a public meeting.

1 think John is spot on. | am also disappointed, recognize it reflects on me, and am still processing in terms of needed
improvement. Not that we didn't make the most of it like lohn said.

Confidentiality, | had several calls with Bill and one with Bill & Janice to discuss promotion but was basically told they
had it covered and had intervened as much as it seemed wanted. However, Bill is perhaps too busy with his grant work
and lanice needs explicit instructions. That we still weren’t sure that the meeting was on last Thursday cut into the
planning for prometion hig-time. The key failure however was in not contacting Susan Dunlap { was told loe chanced
into her vesterday!). | think we need to include her on emails of working group developments moving forward, But also,
the lack of repeat attendance of prior public meeting attendees is telling of levels of participation wanted, That is simply
a tesson learned for me about Butte. 50, we do need to get more creative and diverse moving forward. Maybe too, like
we did for notetaking, we need to carify roles, responsibilities and accountable for promotion - perhaps a very short,
written communication plan for the last meeting assigned to someone?

Time is short to a July deliverable. | think the text on how we describe past research done by others (Haller, McDermott,
ete.) and the supgestions or SOW for buckets 2 and 3 will be the toughest to develop consensus around and should be
put on a short lead as far as work group meetings. We need a plan from here to the finish. Roz has been the lead, but
perhaps has enough just with her technical work and someone else should manage the larger process?

Steve Ackertund
406-461-6354

From: John Ray [mailto:bodinman2003@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2019 6:11 AM

To: Steve Ackerlund <steve.ackerlund@bresnan.net>; David Hutchins <dhutchins@mtech.edu>; Eric Hassler
<ehassler@bsb.mt.gov>; Nikia Greene <greene.nikia@epa.gov>; Bill Macgregor <billmacgregor4d6@gmail.com>;
Christopher Wardell <wardell.christopher@epa.gov>; Daryl Reed <dreed@mt.gov>; Karen Sullivan
<ksullivan@bsb.mt.gov>; Jacqui Barker <barker.jacqui@epa.gov>; Josh Bryson <josh.bryson@bp.com>; Charles
Partridge <partridge.charles@epa.gov>; Julia Crain <jcrain@bsb.mt.gov>; Rosalind A. Schoof <rschoof@ramboll.com>;
Joe Griffin <jgriffin.redmountain@gmail.com>; Seth Cornell <sethcornell1980@gmail.com>; Cynthia Van Landingham
<cvanlandingham@ramboll.com>; Matthew Ferguson <matthew.ferguson@mt.gov>; Heather Zimmerman
<hzimmerman@mt.gov>; Wendel Arthur {ATSDR/DCHI/WB) <dvg6@cdc.gov>; Laura Williamson <lwilliamson@mt.gov>;
David Hutchins <montanamaker @gmail.com>; Raja Nagisetty <rnagisetty@mtech.edu>; David Williams
<toko.dave@gmail.com>; CTEC-Janice Hogan <buttectec@hotmail.com>; Anna Chacko <chackorad@hotmail.com>;
Alysia Cox <acox@mtech.edu>; Elizabeth Erickson <eerickson®@wet-llc.com>; Kris Douglas <samjd@montana.com>;
Brandon Warner <bwarner@bsb.mt.gov>; Karen Ogden <karen.ogden@mt.gov>; Katie Hailer <khailer@mtech.edu>;
Andrew Mutter <mutter.andrew@epa.gov>; Joe Vranka <vranka.joe@epamail.epa.gov>; Jenny Chambers
<jchambers@mt.gov>; Tom Malloy <tmalloy@bsb.mt.gov>

Cc: John Ray <bodinman2003 @yahoo.com>; Nora Saks <nrv.saks@gmail.com>; Ron Davis <rondavis@kbowkopr.com>;
Susan Dunlap <susan.dunlap@ mtstandard.com>; David McCumber <david.mccumber@mtstandard.com>;
Commissioners <commissioners@bsb.mt.gov>; Erik Nylund <erik_nylund@tester.senate.gov>; Dave Palmer
<dpalmer@bsb.mt.gov>

Subject: Reflections on Last Evening's "Public" Meeting or at least what passed as a public meeting.
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Some thoughts on Last Evening’s Health Study “Public” Meeting
Dr. John W. Ray

As a recently reinstated member of the Health Study Working Group, a board member of CTEC
and Vice Chairperson of Citizens for Labor and Environmental Justice, | thought | would share
some observations about last evening’s “public” meeting on the Health Study. (Disclaimer: The
views | express are my own and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Health Study
Working Group, CTEC, or CLEJ.)

1. Thanks to Nikia for helping to bring some much needed clarity to the question of
what is going on regarding the focus and goal of the Health Study. (One of my
complaints has been that nobody seemed to know what they were trying to
do.) If I understood Nikia correctly the following could be said:

a. The current Health Study will focus on biomonitoring of the existing blood lead
levels in children data. There will also be some literature review.

b. Going forward, i.e. for the next five year study, other issues related to the risk/threat of
exposure to the COCs in Butte will, if the data and methodology exists to do such a
study, be considered.

c. Going forward, some issues will not be considered. (It has not as yet been determined
what falls within the purview of b and c. In other words, to some extent the health study
process will go beyond what is strictly mandated for the health study and some issues
will be considered that are not required under Superfund.)

2. I put the word public in quotation marks deliberately. There were at best 4-6 members of the
general public in attendance. The rest were pretty much the people who always attend. Is the
Working Group serious about wanting public involvement? If one attempted to judge this on the
basis of deeds, the answer would be no. Why was there no announcement of the meeting in the
local newspaper? Why were there no announcements on local radio or TV? Such publicity is
not novel to the leadership of the working group, so why was a public meeting that took much
time, energy and money to organize and conduct not publicized to the community? How can the
public attend a meeting when they don’t know it is happening? Why wasn’t the local media
informed of the event in a timely manner so to insure coverage? To be blunt the working group
has not really embraced public involvement. It seems at every one of these meetings I hear the
refrain that we have to do a better job of “getting the word out.” But this time not even the
basics were done. The fault 1s not with EPA or BSB but with the Working Group. Now, at least
for the present, that I am back on as a member of the group, I intend to never let this happen
again. Last night was embarrassing. Of course, we need to get beyond public meetings. The
McGregor and Nagissety study indicated that public meetings are the worst way of involving
the public. Yet, what does the working group do but put effort into another public meeting,
Insanity is doing the same thing over again and expecting different results. When this decision
was made, I was exiled from the board but I am determined that we look at other more effective
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ways of promoting community involvement. I think that the EPA’s Chris Wardell and Jacqui
Barker will be invaluable in this regard

3. What happened to MDEQ? They are intimately involved in Superfund. They are lead on one
of Butte’s sites. They are EPA’s “partner.” But they were AWOL last evening. Are they
boycotting? What happened to their community involvement mandate?

Don’t get me wrong, | think that progress was achieved last evening. The goal of clarity was
advanced. Thanks again to the EPA’s Nikia, Jacqui, Charles and Chris. ARCO has certainly been
very accommodating. After all, given the strict requirements of Superfund they don’t have to
support anything beyond the Superfund requirement. The BSB Health Department is very
proactive and genuinely interested in community involvement. With that said, | would pose
this question: How long will the leadership of the Health Study Working Group, some of
whom are paid consultants, bemoan the lack of public involvement and do virtually nothing
to promote it?
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